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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 05/08/2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 101 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101 has been withdrawn in view of the amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 12 

• Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 1 st 
paragraph have been fully considered. The rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 1 st 
paragraph, has been withdrawn. 

• The rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 2 nd paragraph, has been 
withdrawn in view of the amendments. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 103 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1, 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the disclosed 
invention is inoperative and therefore lacks utility. 

Regarding claim 1, completeness validation is performed manually (Claim 1, Lines 21-24) 
and automatically (Claim 1, Lines 28-29). In light of the Specification of the current application, 
completeness validation is performed either manually or automatically (Specification, Paragraph 
0028). Performing completeness validation both manually and automatically for the same set of 
object is unable to be implemented. 

Regarding claim 8, the one or more correctness validation rules are applied by a selected 
validation via a user interface (Claim 8, Lines 14-17). The claim further recites that theoneormore 
correctness validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 8, Lines 18-21). In light of the 
Specification of the current application, one or more correctness validation rules are performed either 
manually or automatically (Specification, Paragraph 0028). It is unable to perform one or more 
correctness validation rules both manually and automatically for the same set of object. 

Regarding claim 14, one or more completeness validation rules are applied if a user manually 
selects validation (Claim 14, Lines 18-19). The claim further recites that one or more completeness 
validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 14, Lines 21-24). In light of the Specification of 
the current application, one or more completeness validation rules are performed either manually or 
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automatically (Specification, Paragraph 0028). It is unable to apply one or more completeness 
validation rules both manually and automatically for the same set of object. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Regarding claim 1, completeness validation is performed manually (Claim 1, Lines 21-24) 
and automatically (Claim 1, Lines 28-29). In light of the Specification of the current application, 
completeness validation is performed either manually or automatically (Specification, Paragraph 
0028). Performing completeness validation both manually and automatically for the same set of 
object is unable to be implemented. 

Regarding claim 8, the one or more correctness validation rules are applied by a selected 
validation via a user interface (Claim 8, Lines 14-17). The claim further recites that theoneormore 
correctness validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 8, Lines 18-21). In light of the 
Specification of the current application, one or more correctness validation rules are performed either 
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manually or automatically (Specification, Paragraph 0028). It is unable to perform one or more 
correctness validation rules both manually and automatically for the same set of object. 

Regarding claim 14, one or more completeness validation rules are applied if a user manually 
selects validation (Claim 14, Lines 18-19). The claim further recites that one or more completeness 
validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 14, Lines 21-24). In light of the Specification of 
the current application, one or more completeness validation rules are performed either manually or 
automatically (Specification, Paragraph 0028). It is unable to apply one or more completeness 
validation rules both manually and automatically for the same set of object. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, completeness validation is performed in response to a user entered 
command (Claim 1, Lines 21-24). The claim further recites completeness validation is performed 
automatically (Claim 1, Lines 28-29). It is unclear whether the completeness validation is performed 
manually or automatically. 
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Regarding claim 8, the one or more correctness validation rules are applied by a selected 
validation via a user interface (Claim 8, Lines 14-17). The claim further recites that the one or more 
correctness validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 8, Lines 18-21). It is unclear whether 
the rules are applied manually or automatically. 

Regarding claim 14, one or more completeness validation rules are applied if a user manually 
selects validation (Claim 14, Lines 18-19). The claim further recites that one or more completeness 
validation rules are applied automatically (Claim 14, Lines 21-24). It is unclear whether the rules 
are applied manually or automatically. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 8 and 10-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Pastor et al. [US 6,681 ,383 B1]. 

Regarding claims 1, 8 and 14, Pastor teaches a system including one or more computer 
systems executing one or more computer programs and method for object model design and 
validation, the system and method comprising: 
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a client interface module communicatively coupled to a client device configured to receive user input 

and provide a user interface to a user (CASE tool allows a user to input the requirement. CASE tool is 
coupled to computer system 202 (Pastor, Col. 7-Lines 5-17. The CASE tool provides a user 
interface as in Pastor's FIG. 3); 

a database configured to store (Pastor, FIG. 2, DATABASE SCHEMA 205): 

objects corresponding to an object model (Pastor, FIG. 4A, the objects in Pastor's FIG. 
4A corresponds to an object model 300 of Pastor's FIG. 3), and 

metadata objects describing the object model during design of the object model (Object 
model is a graphical model that allows the system designer to specify the entities 
employed in the application in an object-oriented manner by defining classes for the 
entities (Pastor, Col. 10-Lines 20-23). As shown in Pastor's FIG. 3, metadata objects, e.g., 
"book", "librarian", "loan", "reader"..., in the Conceptual Schema is used for describing the 

object model 300 during the design Of the model), the metadata objects including information used 
to represent a collection of objects representing model classes, an object used to represent a single 
attribute of an object representing a model class, an object used to represent an association between two 
objects representing model classes, or an object used to represent one end of an association between two 

objects representing model classes (Classes, in the object model 300, are represented as 
rectangles with three areas: the class name, the attributes and the services (Pastor, Col. 
10-Lines 29-32). The Pastor's teaching as discussed indicates the metadata objects including 

information used to represent a collection of objects representing model classes, e.g., "book", 

"librarian", "loan", "reader"..., in the Conceptual Schema includes class names, attributes 
and services that are used to represent a model class such as "loan"); 
a configuration management module configured to create a deployable collection of metadata objects 
from the metadata objects stored in the database (As shown in Pastor's FIG. 3, a deployable collection of 
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metadata objects from the metadata objects stored in the database, e.g., "loan", "book", "reader" and 

"librarian" are deployable from the meta objects in the Conceptual Schema), 

wherein the deployable collection of metadata objects represents a tree of metadata objects starting at a 

root metadata objects (As shown in Pastor's FIG. 3, "loan", "book", "reader" and "librarian" 

represents a tree starting at the root "Conceptual Schema"); 

a validation engine for validating the metadata objects stored in the database by confirming the metadata 

objects comply with one or more validation rules (Pastor, FIG. 2, Col. 21 -Lines 9-28) 
wherein said validation engine is configured to: 

perform completeness validation on the deployable collection in response to a user entered command to 
perform validation on the deployable collection as a validation subject to confirm that data associated with the 
validation subject complies with the validation rules (Pastor, Col. 22-Line 65->Col. 24-Line 21 ), 

automatically perf orm correctness validation on the deployable collection when the validation subject is 
created or updated to confirm that the semantics of the validation subject complies with the validation rules 

(Pastor, Col. 21-Line 30-»Col. 22-Line 64), and 

automatically perf orm completeness and correctness validation on the deployable collection when 
requested by the configuration management module (Pastor, Col. 21-Line 30^Col. 24-Line 21). 

Regarding claim 10, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Pastor further discloses the meta metadata object comprises an object used to 
represent an association between two objects representing model classes and wherein applying a validation rule 
to the instance of the meta metadata object by the processor includes applying the validation rule to the two 
objects associated by the association (Pastor, Col. 21-Line 30->Col. 22-Line 64). 

Regarding claim 11, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Pastor further discloses automatically applying the one or more correctness 
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validation rules using the processor to the instance of the meta metadata object if the instance of the meta 
metadata object is automatically updated or manually updated (Pastor, Col. 21 -Line 30->Col. 22-Line 64). 

Regarding claim 12, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 1 1 , Pastor further discloses the meta metadata object is one of an attribute and an 
object (Pastor, FIG. 3). 

Regarding claim 13, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Pastor further discloses the meta metadata object is one of an aggregated 
collection and a deployable collection (Pastor, FIG. 3). 

Regarding claim 15, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 1 , Pastor further discloses a deployment manager to deploy the validated metadata 
objects during runtime (Pastor, FIG. 3). 

Regarding claim 16, Pastor teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Pastor further discloses after applying both the one or more correctness 
validation rules and the one or more completeness validation rules, deploying the object instance during runtime 

(FIG. 3 and Col. 21-Lines 21-29). 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to HUNG Q. PHAM whose telephone number is 571-272-4040. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JAMES K. TRUJILLO can be reached on 571-272-3677. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

HUNG Q. PHAM 
Primary Examiner 

/HUNG Q. PHAM/ Art Unit 21 59 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2159 

June 16, 2009 



